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REMARKS 

Tb& examiner has objected to the drawings under 37 C.F.R § 1 .83(a) on the grounds that 
"...they M to show the wire 54 bonded to the Au of theNi/Au layer 48/50 as desaibcd inAe 
specification (page 6)." This objection is not understood. As stated on page 6, lines 8-12 

The gold bond is comprised of the gold ball 52 which is formed by heating the gold wire 
54 as is conunonly practiced inthe art. Ite bonding is preferably done by ultrasonic 
techniques, pressing ifae wire 54 and the ball 52 into the bond pad. pris results in a 
strong eUchically efficient bond of the wire 54 to the Am of the m/Au layer 48 as shown 
m Figures 9 and 10. (emphasis supplied) 

Thus, it seems clear that the drawings (Figures 8-10) clearly show what is described in 
the specification. If the examiner continues this rejection, the undersigned attorney respectfoUy 
requests more guidance as to ttxe nature of the rejection- 

With respect to the references cited on page 5 of the application, these are merely cited to 
show that the technique is weU known in the art No claims are made to any technique per se so 
these are not needed in &e IDS. 

AppUcants hereby afBrm the telephone election made in this application, namely 
appUcants elect claims 1 1-17, and this election is made without traverse. 

The examiner has objected to claims 1 1-17 on several grounds. Ihe examma's 
suggestions have been adopted, but it is not beUeved that the objections are weU founded. 
However, these amendments arc not intended to diange die scope of the cl^ 

Claims 1 1-17 have been igected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6,706,622 to McConniclc, hereinafter McCorroick, in view of U.S. Patait 6,649.507 
to Chen etal. hereinafter Chen etaL ibis tqection is not thougjit to be weU taken, especially in 
view of die amendment to claim U, the only independent claim now in tiie application, and upon 
which claims 12-17 depend, either directiy or indirectiy. 
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Fiwt it shoTild be noted that the present invention relates to a structure that is capable of 
having, and in the case of claims 18 and 19 has. a >vire bond thereon. Neither of the references 
teaches nor suggests a ^ bond structure, nor could they be used as a wire bond structee. 
Most importantly, in the case of both references appUed by the examiner, edges of the copper 
seed layer are exposed. If not passivated. these exposed edges vviU corrode, thus interfiling 
thefiincdonofthechip. Also, passivation adds to the cost of the chip. Moreover, passivation 
conventionally utilizes heat, and where the seed layer inchides a dual layer of Ni/An, the heat for 
passivation would cause tiie nickel to dififuse into the gold and flius render it too hard for wire 
bonding. In any event, there is no suggestion for covering the edges of the seed layer with a dual 
ovedying layer. 

Claim 11, as amended, the only independent claim presendy in ihc ^pUcalion, 
sped£cally requires a conductive seed layer disposed in an opening in a dieledric material and 
overlying a bond pad in contact with the entire surfece of the openi^ 
exposed edge. At least one layer of conductive material overUes the conductive seed layer 
con^lrtely enclosing it, including any exposed edge. This clearly is not tau^t nor suggested by 
either McCormick or Chen et al or any reasonable combination Ihereot In MoCoimick, the 
edges of the seed layer are ejqjosed, not covered and. as indicated above, if not passivaled, will 
lead to potential fiulure of the chip due to corrosion. The method by CSien et al results in a 
leflowed solder baU seemingly encapsulating the 5dde waU of UfBM metal which may be a 
copper seed. However, solder metal cannot be used for wire bond appHcalions. Furthermore, if 
the UBM contains plated gold and nickel, as described by Chen et al, it is not posable to 
"reflow" gold and nickel in a heating process to create an encapsulating structure around a 
Goppexseed. 
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It is not enough that one may modify a reference in view of a second reference, hat lalhcr ft 
» ^rii^ihfltthp '-^^ ^^faCTce modificationof the first reference andnotxnetely 

provide the capability of modi^ing the first reference. 

•me CAFC stated fcieKase^ 745 ¥2d 1468, 223 USPQ 785, 788 (Fed Cir. 1984) the 

fellovnng: 

>^ThB Supreme Court in rrraham v. John Deere Co.. 383 U.S. 1 (1966). focused on 
the raocedural and evidentiary processes in reaching a conclusion under Sechonl03. As 
adapted to ex parte procedure, Graham is interpreted as continuing to place the «burden 
of proof on the Patent Office which requires it to prodiwe fertual tosis for ite 
rejection of an appUcation under sections 102 and 103". ating In re Warner, 379 F.2d 
1011. 1020, 154 USPQ 173, 177 (CCPA 1967)" 

The law is quite dear lhat hi order for a claimed nivention to be rgected on obviousness, fte 
prior art must sugg^ Ifae modificaticns sought to be patented; In re Gordon, 221 U.SJ>.Q. 1125, 
1 127 (CAFC 1984); ACS Hosmtal System. Inc - v. Montefiore Hospital, 221 U.SJ>.Q. 929, 933 
(CAFC 1984). The foregoing principle of lawhas been followed in Aqua-Aerobic ^Wamfj. Tnft Y. 
|>^^.|,n, ^,nfi?ndrfoTd.lnc.. 1 U.S J^.Q. 2d. 1945 (D.C. Illmois 1986). M the Aqua-Aerobic's case, 
the Court stated lhat the feet that a prior reference canbemQ^sg to show the claimed invention 
make t^r^ modification obvious uoless the prior reference sugge^ the desirability of the 
modification. TheCAFCinftecaseofMmGeim^ 18 U.S.F.Q. 2d (CAFC 1991) held at page 
1888: 

"When it is necessary to select elements of various teachings in order to form the 
claimed invention, we ascertain whether there is any suggestion or motivatioa hi the pnor 
art to make the selection made by the ^plicant [citation]. 'Obviouaiess cannot be 
established by combming the teachmgs of the prior art to produce Je claimed mvenhon, 
absent some teachmg, suggestion, or mcentive supporting the combmation [dtationsj. . .. 

The references themselves must provide some teachmg whereby the appUcant's 
combination would have been obvious." 
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Further, the CAFC. iix&iafisto. 24 U.S J.Q. 2ikJ 1443, 1445 (CAFC 1992) hdi 

There must be some reason, suggsstioo, or motivation found itt the prior art 
whereby a person of ordinary skiU m the field of the invention would make^ 
combmation. That knowledge can not come fiom the ^pUcanf s mvenhon itsett. 

Most significaatly, the CAFC in the recent case of fare Dembiczak, 50 U.S J'.Q.2 

1614 (CAFC 1999) held at 1617: 

...(examiner can satisfy burden of obviousness io Ugbt of combination 'only 
by showing some objective teaching [leadmgto the combination]'); 

Thus, it is dear that where an individual referoioe does not teach the entire mvention. then 

tbe modification wMdi the invention represents must be suggested 

reference through some obj ective teaching and cannot come flom the appUcation itselfe y^ch >s not 
thecasehere. Therefore, claun 11 is clearly allowable over any reasonable combination of 

McCormick or Chen et al. 

Claims 12-13, 15-17 and newly added claims 18 and 19 are dependent, direotiy or 
indiiectiy. on claim 1 1 and, for the same reasons, are beUeved allowable. Moreover, claim 1 8, 
whichis dependent upon clahn 11, requhfistiiat die conductive material define a well in die I/C 
chipinwhichaballbondisdisposed. This is not taught nor suggested by either McCormick or 
Chen et al or any reasonable combination thereof and. for diis additional reason, claim 18 is 
believed to be allowable. Claim 1 9 is dependent upon claim 1 8 and requkes that the ball bond is 
Au. Again, tins is not taught nor suggested by either McCormick or Chen et al or any reasonable 
combination thereof and, for this additional reason, claim 1 9 is believed to be allowable. 

In view of die above, it is believed that each of the claims now in the jqjplication is 
distinguishable one fiom the otfier and over die prior art. 
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Therefore, reconsideration and aUowance of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date : . .Tanuai726, 2005 ^^i^^^^^SSj 

itubali^ & Hog 



WilliamN.Hogg . _ 
Dri^, Lucas, Btubak^ & Ho^ Co., L.P.A. 
CUSTOMERNO. 26681 
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